Data for this research consists of transcripts of group interviews, which contain identifying information. Participants in this study did not consent to make their data publicly available and in line with privacy regulations, publication is forbidden by our data protection officer at Amsterdam UMC. Anonymized selections from the transcripts can be made available upon request, to qualified researchers. Such requests can be addressed to <SPH@vumc.nl>.

1. Introduction {#sec005}
===============

Recommendations within guidelines for physical activity include the general advice to sit less throughout the day \[[@pone.0236582.ref001]--[@pone.0236582.ref004]\], as prolonged sitting has been associated with several health risks. These health risks include type 2 diabetes, cardiovascular disease, and cancer \[[@pone.0236582.ref005]--[@pone.0236582.ref007]\]. Furthermore, a recent meta-analysis (only including studies with device-measured sitting time) showed associations between prolonged sitting time and increased risks of all-cause mortality \[[@pone.0236582.ref008]\]. Among office workers prolonged sitting is highly prevalent \[[@pone.0236582.ref009], [@pone.0236582.ref010]\], with an average of almost 5.5 hours per day of sitting at the workplace \[[@pone.0236582.ref011], [@pone.0236582.ref012]\], accumulating to total sitting times of above ten hours per day \[[@pone.0236582.ref013], [@pone.0236582.ref014]\]. Although some controversy exists around the health risks associated with prolonged sitting \[[@pone.0236582.ref015]\], interventions to reduce sedentary behaviour at the office, including the use of sit-stand workstations, have been increasingly implemented and extensively evaluated \[[@pone.0236582.ref016]\]. From a public health perspective, the rise in popularity of these interventions may be promising due to their strong potential to reduce time spent sitting among office workers, who have shown to be overall highly sedentary \[[@pone.0236582.ref017]\].

Recent studies exploring the use of sit-stand workstations found that they resulted in reduced sitting time compared to traditional sitting workstations. Long-term evaluations (six to twelve months) showed pooled reductions of 57 minutes per day in occupational sitting time \[[@pone.0236582.ref018]\]. Randomised controlled trials, such as the Stand-Up Victoria study, have been conducted in large office populations, introducing multi-component interventions---combining, for example, coaching reminders and sit-stand workstations. These evaluations have shown similar reductions of around 45 minutes occupational sitting time per day at 12 months follow-up \[[@pone.0236582.ref019], [@pone.0236582.ref020]\]. Furthermore, sit-stand workstations do not appear to negatively affect work performance, as opposed to cycling or treadmill desks which may \[[@pone.0236582.ref021]\]. Individual office workers seem to use many different strategies to reduce their sitting time and replace it with standing or physical activity. In the Stand-Up Victoria study, 82 separate strategies were identified by participants \[[@pone.0236582.ref022]\]. In another study, the behaviour change wheel \[[@pone.0236582.ref023]\] was used to develop a tailored intervention to reduce sitting, which identified 39 behaviour change techniques \[[@pone.0236582.ref024]\] aimed at providing information, rewards, and prompts for reducing sitting time \[[@pone.0236582.ref025]\]. To increase the quality and thus the reach of interventions, it is important to understand why some office workers chose to adopt the use of the standing option of their sit-stand workstations and why others do not, as well as whether other strategies are being used to reduce sitting. To examine this, qualitative research must be conducted which aims to explore and better understand these situations or behaviours \[[@pone.0236582.ref026]\].

A recent synthesis of qualitative research \[[@pone.0236582.ref027]\] included studies among sitting-based office workers which focussed on associated health problems \[[@pone.0236582.ref028]\] and possible strategies for reducing occupational sitting \[[@pone.0236582.ref029], [@pone.0236582.ref030]\]. These studies among sitting-based office workers found that workers could potentially be motivated to reduce their sitting time when provided with information which raised their awareness about the health risks of prolonged sitting \[[@pone.0236582.ref028], [@pone.0236582.ref029]\]. According to these workers, the most important motivation to reduce sitting time was to enhance musculoskeletal health rather than to reduce long-term health risks, such as diabetes or cardiovascular disease \[[@pone.0236582.ref028]\]. The synthesis also included qualitative studies conducted shortly after the implementation of sit-stand workstations and, focussing on user-experiences with the furniture \[[@pone.0236582.ref031]--[@pone.0236582.ref033]\], identified support from co-workers and managers to be an overall facilitator. A predominant sitting culture, meanwhile, was determined to be an overall barrier to reducing occupational sitting time \[[@pone.0236582.ref027]\]. However, participants in these studies did not have experience with interventions such as sit-stand workstations, or sit-stand workstations were implemented shortly before evaluations. The novelty of the furniture induced curiosity \[[@pone.0236582.ref031]\], increasing the risk for selection bias by only including participants who were enthusiastic about the furniture. This may have resulted in a more positive response towards sit-stand workstations than would be applicable to the whole population \[[@pone.0236582.ref033]\], by neglecting the perspective of office workers who did not use the furniture.

A recent study, which included interviews with current and previous users of sit-stand workstations, showed that sustained use of the furniture was dependent on personal considerations, such as the selection of a specific work task while using the standing option \[[@pone.0236582.ref034]\]. Although the inclusion of previous users added an additional perspective, previous users had all specifically requested to have a sit-stand workstation in the past, indicating similar levels of enthusiasm as the current users. Other perspectives under study included views of managers and occupational health practitioners, which showed that they were well-informed about the health risks of sitting \[[@pone.0236582.ref035]\]. To our knowledge, the perspective of non-users of sit-stand workstations, who have had access to the furniture at their workplace, without requesting it in the past, has not been included in previous studies. Were the non-user profile to be included, a deeper understanding of both reasons for use and non-use of sit-stand workstations could be established.

We previously conducted a survey study about the use of sit-stand workstations within a large office population (n = 1098) with long-term access to the furniture. In this study, we identified three user profiles of sit-stand workstations: daily users, monthly/weekly users, and non-users \[[@pone.0236582.ref036]\]. Users and non-users from the previous survey study were selected and invited to participate in the present qualitative study. The aim of the current study was to explore the reasons for use and non-use of sit-stand workstations, as well as to explore other strategies to decrease sitting and increase physical activity in the workplace. We incorporated different perspectives, including the perspective of users and non-users of sit-stand workstations and those of managers and employees who were trained as internal ergo-coaches. Insights, gained from taking a broader perspective, may be helpful for the development of tailored, wide-reaching interventions that reduce sitting time among office populations.

2. Methods {#sec006}
==========

2.1 Study design and setting {#sec007}
----------------------------

This study is reported in accordance with the consolidated criteria for reporting qualitative research (COREQ) \[[@pone.0236582.ref037]\] (see [S1 Table](#pone.0236582.s001){ref-type="supplementary-material"}). Office workers from a large international semi-governmental organisation in the Netherlands were included. All employees at the worksite of this organisation (over 2000 in total) had had access to electrically adjustable sit-stand workstations since 1999 when the furniture was installed. Employees had personal, large workstations with a small, centred compartment adjustable to standing height. The study was conducted at the organisation's location during working hours. In total, six group interviews were held with between two and nine participants between April and June 2018. Each interview lasted about one and a half hours.

The Medical Ethical Committee of the Amsterdam University Medical Centres (located at VUmc) approved this study (2016.346). All participants gave written informed consent before commencing with the interviews.

2.2 Sampling {#sec008}
------------

Participants were selected based on the answers they provided in the earlier survey study \[[@pone.0236582.ref036]\]. Potential participants were eligible for inclusion if they: 1) had a user profile (self-reported average use of the sit-stand workstation of at least once per week to several times per day) or a non-user profile (self-reported average use of the sit-stand workstation of less than once per week), 2) indicated interest in participating in further research, and 3) provided their email address. Participants were employees involved in the primary work process (involving computer work tasks) of the organisation, supportive personnel, managers, or internal ergo-coaches. In total, 144 employees were selected from the survey study and invited by email. The invitees included 70 users, 47 non-users, and 27 managers. Per user-profile, two group interviews were planned, one with employees involved in the primary work process and one with supportive personnel. Managers were invited as separate group (independent of frequency of use of the sit-stand workstation). Additionally, employees with a specific training for internal ergo-coach were invited to attend a group interview (n = 8). Internal ergo-coaches are employees who are specially trained in the ergonomic principles of a healthy workplace and who can be consulted by their colleagues about the ergonomic set-up of their workstations.

If potential participants agreed to participate, they were asked to respond to the invitation email and answer additional questions related to eligibility (frequency of use, job profile, availability) and individual characteristics (gender and age). In the selection of participants for the groups with specific user and job profiles, we aimed to maximize variation in participant characteristics (such as gender and age) however we did not exclude any employee from participation.

2.3 Research team {#sec009}
-----------------

All members of the research team were involved in the development of a semi-structured interview guide. The main researcher (LR, female) conducted the group interviews, assisted by a research assistant who moderated (DS, see acknowledgments). Some participants who were involved in the primary work process of the organisation were familiar with the researcher (LR) because of their participation in another small quantitative project (n = 49), for which they were also invited based on their answers in the survey study \[[@pone.0236582.ref036]\]. Some members of the research team had current and extensive (ES) or past and minor (MH and LR) work experience as occupational ergonomists.

2.4 Data collection {#sec010}
-------------------

The semi-structured interview guide was developed by the research team (see [S1 File](#pone.0236582.s002){ref-type="supplementary-material"}). The lead researcher (LR) provided (sub-)questions based on qualitative literature to date \[[@pone.0236582.ref029], [@pone.0236582.ref031], [@pone.0236582.ref032]\], which were set in the definitive format after debate within the research team on relevance and suitability for the target population. The interview guide included questions regarding reasons for use of sit-stand workstations, reasons for non-use of sit-stand workstations, and other actions taken to reduce sitting or increase physical activity (during and outside work). For managers, the guide also included questions about the importance of reducing sitting for employees, and the managers' potential role in this. For internal ergo-coaches, additional questions included main reasons to advise employees to use/increase use of the sit-stand workstation. Interviews were conducted in English and were audio recorded and transcribed verbatim (by DS). Every group interview started with a warm-up exercise, in which participants paired off to discuss and note down reasons for use and non-use of the sit-stand workstations. The purpose of the warm-up exercise was to allow participants to become familiar with the topic and the group. After the exercise, reasons for use and non-use were discussed with the whole group, after which the group interview further evolved.

Based on field notes made by the moderator (DS), a one-page summary of each group interview was made (by LR) and sent to the participants. Comments or corrections from participants on these summaries were then processed. The comments indicated minor changes only and did not change the content of the summaries.

2.5 Data analysis {#sec011}
-----------------

Data was analysed using ATLAS.ti 8 software and by three data coders (LR, MH and ES). After data collection, the six steps of thematic content analysis were used \[[@pone.0236582.ref038]\] in the process of open coding, to identify, review, and define (major) themes. Phase one involved reading the summaries and transcripts in their entirety to become familiar with the data. Phase two involved open coding of the four user and non-user interview transcripts (completed by LR) to generate initial codes. For one interview transcript (non-user profile, supportive personnel), open coding was also conducted by MH. Open coding of the management interview transcript was conducted by both ES and LR. During phase three, which encompassed searching for themes, general codes between LR and both coders (MH and ES) were discussed. When differences occurred, consensus between the coders was sought, which resulted in an initial coding tree. Additional codes from LR's coding of the transcripts were discussed with MH and consensus was again sought. In phases four and five, which encompassed reviewing and naming themes, the initial coding tree was reviewed by LR and HRP, and codes were reordered into potential themes. As a result, one additional separate theme---"Contextual and individual factors"---with subthemes and main codes was identified at this stage. Furthermore, two major themes (including themes, subthemes and main codes,) were identified: 1) Reasons for use and non-use of the standing option and 2) Strategies to increase the use of the standing option and physical activity at the workplace. This was again discussed within the whole research team and the hierarchy of the additional separate theme and the two major themes were set into thematic maps. Phase six included reporting on the data in the results section of this manuscript. Saturation seemed to only be established for one of the two identified major themes; no new codes which considerably altered the coding tree were identified during coding of the final transcript, although this was subject to the interpretation of the researchers \[[@pone.0236582.ref039]\].

3. Results {#sec012}
==========

Within the first major theme--Reasons for use and non-use of the standing option--the following themes were identified: "Reasons for non-use", "Reasons for both use and non-use", and "Reasons for use". Reasons could result from personal preferences (i.e. conscious choice) or from external causes (i.e. unconscious motives). Within the second major theme--Strategies to increase the use of the standing option and physical activity--the following themes were identified: "Solutions addressing reasons for non-use of the standing option" and "Other strategies for being active at work." Reasons for use and non-use were thoroughly discussed during the interviews, and the perspectives of the managers and internal ergo-coaches seemed similar to those of the user. Still, their perspectives differed at some points, e.g. when they reflected on their roles as professionals (as described in section 3.5).

3.1 Participants {#sec013}
----------------

In [Table 1](#pone.0236582.t001){ref-type="table"}, an overview of characteristics is provided for users, non-users, managers, and internal ergo-coaches. After invitation, 63 participants showed an interest in participating in the study, out of whom 31 ultimately were able to attend one of the six group interviews (which ranged in size from two to nine participants). Participants in the group interviews had a mean age of 49.1 (± = 5.4) years and were predominantly male (65%). In general, participants were highly educated long-term employees at the organisation who worked full-time. In the non-user groups, participants used the standing option never or less than once per month (except for one individual, who indicated using it less than once per week). In the user groups, participants used the standing option on a daily basis or at least several times per week. Internal ergo-coaches and managers used the standing option on a daily or weekly basis, with only one manager using it less than once per month or never.

10.1371/journal.pone.0236582.t001

###### Characteristics of 1) non-users, 2) users, and 3) internal ergo-coaches and managers.

![](pone.0236582.t001){#pone.0236582.t001g}

  Characteristics                                                          Non-users of the sit-stand workstation   Users of the sit-stand workstation   Managers and Internal Ergo-coaches
  ------------------------------------------------------------------------ ---------------------------------------- ------------------------------------ ------------------------------------
  Participated, N (N males)                                                9 (6)                                    11 (8)                               11 (6)
  Mean age (SD)                                                            50.2 (5.1)                               46.9 (4.6)                           50.3 (5.8)
  Work experience, mean years (SD)[^1^](#t001fn001){ref-type="table-fn"}   18.6 (6.4)                               12.9 (6.4)                           21.1 (8.9)
  Hours worked per week, mean (SD)[^1^](#t001fn001){ref-type="table-fn"}   41.1 (3.8)                               37.5 (6.8)                           36.8 (12.1)
  *Educational level*[^*1*^](#t001fn001){ref-type="table-fn"}                                                                                            
      PhD degree                                                           0%                                       30%                                  25%
      Master's degree                                                      78%                                      70%                                  25%
      Bachelor / post- secondary training                                  22%                                      0%                                   50%
  *Frequency of use of the standing option (N)*                                                                                                          
      More than once per day                                               0                                        7                                    7
      Once per month---4 times per week                                    1                                        4                                    3
      Less than once per month / never                                     8                                        0                                    1

^1^ Data extracted from the survey study Renaud et al. \[[@pone.0236582.ref036]\].

3.2 Additional separate theme: Contextual and individual factors {#sec014}
----------------------------------------------------------------

The thematic map with subthemes and main codes of the additional separate theme "Contextual and individual factors" are presented in [Fig 1](#pone.0236582.g001){ref-type="fig"}, which included: cultural context, organisational context, interpersonal context, and individual attitudes and behaviour. These subthemes provided a deeper understanding into the background of the population within this organisation and as a whole regarding the concepts of sedentary behaviour and physical activity. There did not seem to be major differences in contextual and individual factors mentioned by users and non-users.

![Contextual and individual factors including subthemes and main codes.\
PA = physical activity.](pone.0236582.g001){#pone.0236582.g001}

### 3.2.1 Cultural, organisational, and interpersonal context {#sec015}

Participants--who were from several European countries--acknowledged the cycling culture (e.g. using a bicycle for transportation to and from work) present in Dutch society. Furthermore, participants recognised that in society as well as in the organisation there was a predominant culture of sitting. An example mentioned was the culture during group meetings, in which the traditional furniture set-up addressed and facilitated sitting.

> *"Culturally (think about chairing the meeting)*, *you need people to comfortably sit and follow you*. *If you sit you follow*. *If you stand up after a while you start to talk*, *you lose your interest*. *So culturally this is the proof that \[...\] sitting is the comfortable position*.*"*
>
> Non-user of the sit-stand workstation--supportive personnel

The organisational context offered information about occupational health and safety policies applied by the internal health and safety department, which included appointing and educating internal ergo-coaches. Furthermore, occupational health support was offered to the employees, ranging from computer rest-break software to numerous sports facilities. Within the interpersonal context, information was provided on the influence of others for being physically active. For example, colleagues were mentioned as an influence on (health) perceptions and behaviour at the workplace.

> "*It \[the rest-break software\] is very annoying because it stops me when I am in the middle of my work*, *but a colleague told me once 'but that is when you do not pay attention that you are sitting crooked and that is when you run into trouble afterwards*.' *And then I feel it when it is too late. And since my colleague told me that*, *I pay more attention to it and if the software tells me to stop or to slow down I actually do.*"
>
> Non-user of the sit-stand workstation--involved in primary work process

### 3.2.2 Individual attitudes and behaviour {#sec016}

Individual attitudes and behaviours included personal patterns of sitting, standing, and physical activity as well as attitudes towards the health risks of prolonged sitting and standing. Users reported varied frequency and duration of use of the standing option. Some indicated that they used it with a clear pattern when switching from standing to sitting, while others used it randomly, when they felt like it, without a specific pattern. Participants mentioned that durations of standing episodes lasted from between 15 and 30 minutes to up to several hours.

Participants from all group interviews indicated that they engaged in some sort of physical activity or other leisure activities outside the work place. Furthermore, all participants seemed to be well-informed about the health risks associated with prolonged sitting. However, it was also noted by both users and non-users that being active could compensate for a sedentary lifestyle. Furthermore, the health risks of prolonged standing were not mentioned in any group interview.

> *"I think it is quite this kind of common message*. *Everybody sits too much*, *everybody eats too much*. *And we should get more active and standing is more active than sitting*.*"*
>
> User of the sit-stand workstation--involved in primary work process

3.3 Major theme: Reasons for use and non-use of the standing option {#sec017}
-------------------------------------------------------------------

The thematic map of themes, subthemes, and main codes within the major theme Reasons for use and non-use of the standing option are shown in [Fig 2](#pone.0236582.g002){ref-type="fig"}. The subthemes within "Reasons for non-use" included habitual reasons and practical workplace issues. The theme "Reasons for both use and non-use" included the subthemes work content determines work posture, and experiences and behaviour. The theme "Reasons for use" included the subthemes health benefits and immediate benefits.

![Reasons for non-use and use of the standing option of sit-stand workstations including themes, subthemes and main codes.](pone.0236582.g002){#pone.0236582.g002}

### 3.3.1 Reasons for non-use {#sec018}

*3*.*3*.*1a*. *Habitual reasons*. Among users of the sit-stand workstations a main reason for non-use seemed to be that a persistent habit of sitting prevented them from using the standing option more frequently. Furthermore, users indicated that they tended to forget to use the standing option.

> *"I do not use it every day but almost every day and sometimes I am so busy that I just forget about it and I am obsessed with other things*.*"*
>
> User of the sit-stand workstation--involved in primary work process

The persistent habit of sitting was also recognised by non-users but here neither motivation to change this habit nor advantages of using the standing option were acknowledged. Non-users also indicated that sitting is more comfortable, although some participants indicated they had never tried to work standing.

> *\"I find it comfortable working sitting*, *so I do not see the point myself to change behaviour*. *I never tried so that is also why I have not experienced the other side*.*"*
>
> Non-user of the sit-stand workstation--supportive personnel

*3*.*3*.*1b*. *Practical workplace issues*. Mostly, practical reasons for non-use were mentioned by non-users. These practicalities included the inability to put the workstation up because of poor (computer) cable management or because the desk was too full, since only a small part of the workstation surface is adjustable to standing height. The process of putting the workstation up, i.e. finding the right standing or sitting height, also takes time and was mentioned as another practical reason for non-use.

> "*The problem is really \[...\] that when you put it up and you go down again, to get back to the position you had before where you were feeling comfortable*. *This is quite difficult*"
>
> Non-user of the sit-stand workstation--involved in primary work process

### 3.3.2 Reasons for both use and non-use {#sec019}

*3*.*3*.*2a*. *Work content determines working posture*. Performing work tasks for which a high level of concentration is needed was mentioned as a reason for non-use, predominantly by users. On the other hand, changing to other work tasks were indicated as an incentive to use the standing option. Tasks that could be done while standing were indicated as easy, including checking emails or reading (from the screen). Both users and non-users indicated that tasks involving high volumes of typing or many paper documents were preferably done while being seated.

> *"If it is routine work (which means we have to scroll through a lot of documents on the screen)*, *it is easier when standing*, *but I find for typing and dealing with large dossiers it is easier to be sitting down where you can spread your work out*.*"*
>
> Manager--involved in primary work process

Non-users indicated that visiting colleagues at their personal workstation was a reason they preferred to be seated, while users indicated the same reason for putting the workstation into the standing position. The rationale behind this, for users, was that putting the workstation up allowed them to be at the same level as the visitor and shortened the meeting. Both user profiles suggested that team meetings were a reason to be seated, especially because of the traditional set-up of meeting rooms. Still, one-on-one or small group meetings in a standing position seemed to appeal to some users.

> *"I only had a meeting maybe six weeks ago where we stood around*, *it was one of the few occasions*. *There was only five of us so you can stand around these smaller tables quite easily and yes it actually brings people closer together 'cause you are leaning in and I think the dynamics of the conversation goes a little bit differently rather than sitting down in a line*.*"*
>
> Manager--involved in primary work process

*3*.*3*.*2b*. *Beliefs and experiences*. Avoiding or decreasing experiences of discomfort from being seated was indicated by users as a reason to use the standing option, as it motivated them to change their posture.

> *"I get up when I cannot stay sitting in my chair anymore and I do not find a comfortable position anymore*"
>
> User of the sit-stand workstation--involved in primary work process

On the other hand, after a period of standing, feeling discomfort and being tired were indicated as a reason for non-use and to return to a seated position. Experiencing discomfort from being in a standing position was also identified as a reason for non-use by non-users. However, this experience of discomfort was related to the inability to find a correct standing position at the workstation rather than the result of prolonged standing itself.

> *"I mean it depends if I am walking around as well then it does not feel too tiring*. *But if you stay*, *if you stand all that time staring at or working with the screen it feels a bit... and then I feel myself leaning on the table*. *Not having the correct position so it is also not good*.*"*
>
> Non-user (previous user) of the sit-stand workstation--supportive personnel

From the user perspective, using the standing option could make it easier to move around at the office and to help them to be physically active.

> *"I think with what I understood that movement is quite important and therefore*, *while standing*, *I can move more and it seems to help in my personal case so that is why I try to do*.*"*
>
> User of the sit-stand workstation--involved in primary work process

From a non-user perspective, being active at the workplace was mentioned as reason for non-use. This activity could be incorporated in work tasks (especially for supportive personnel who need to walk more), or incorporated deliberately by choosing active alternatives to sedentary activities.

> *"I don\'t take the elevator; I take the stairs*. *And I rather have a coffee break after one and a half hour sitting than standing up at the desk*. *So*, *I consider that enough*. *So that is why I don\'t use the standing position*.*"*
>
> Non-user of the sit-stand workstation--involved in primary work process

### 3.3.3 Reasons for use {#sec020}

*3*.*3*.*3a*. *Health benefits*. Health benefits were mentioned by both users and non-users as reasons why it is (or would be) better to reduce sitting time and use the standing option. Better blood circulation was mentioned as a reason for use but without reference to reductions in long-term health risks such as cardiovascular disease.

> *"Well it is the alternative for getting some movement and improving the blood circulation in your legs 'cause you get stiff from sitting*. *So*, *I feel it*, *I can feel it*.*"*
>
> User of the sit-stand workstation--supportive personnel

Experiencing or avoiding musculoskeletal complaints, such as low back pain, were indicated by users as a reason to start to use sit-stand workstations and by non-users as a potential reason to start using the sit-stand workstation.

> *"If my back is killing me and standing would help*, *that would be probably an incentive to stand up every ten minutes*.*"*
>
> Non-user of the sit-stand workstation--involved in primary work process

*3*.*3*.*3b*. *Immediate benefits*. Experiencing immediate benefits were only mentioned by users of the sit-stand workstations. This reason to use the standing option included staying more alert (a way to activate oneself when feeling drowsy) and increasing focus during work (when a drop in concentration was experienced). Users explained that switching to a standing posture enabled them to switch their focus during work.

> *"So*, *if I am sitting down*, *I have the tendency to... well*, *not immediately fall asleep but be more tired and less concentrated*. *And if I stand up I am more focussed and (if I am doing a search for instance)*, *I can better keep the concentration for a longer time if I am standing up and moving a little bit*.*"*
>
> User of the sit-stand workstation--involved in primary work process

3.4 Major theme: Strategies to increase the use of the standing option and physical activity {#sec021}
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

The thematic map of the major theme Strategies to increase the use of the standing option and physical activity at the workplace (including themes, subthemes and main codes) is presented in [Fig 3](#pone.0236582.g003){ref-type="fig"}. The first theme included solutions "Addressing reasons for non-use of the standing option" with the subthemes of habitual reasons and practical issues. The other theme included solutions "Addressing other strategies", which included subthemes aimed at organisational, office environmental, and individual adjustments.

![Strategies to increase the use of the standing option and physical activity, including themes, subthemes and main codes.\
PA = physical activity.](pone.0236582.g003){#pone.0236582.g003}

### 3.4.1 Addressing reasons for non-use {#sec022}

To address the habitual reasons for non-use, it was stated that the use of the standing option should be incorporated within daily routines. Several tips were provided by users to achieve this, mostly aimed at personal changes in habits. These included leaving the desk in an upright position when leaving the office and putting it in an upright position at fixed times. Also, slowly increasing the intervals of use were recognised as a factor for successful incorporation, with prolonged periods of absence from the office increasing risks of relapse into habitual sitting.

> *"Every time you leave*, *raise the table*. *Because then you get the habit*. *And once you have the habit*, *then it is easy to follow because then you can just follow your body \[*...*\] The only problem I had was to restart after long holidays or after being really sick \[...\] then you sit more at some days and then you have to consciously switch it on again*.*"*
>
> Internal Ergo-coach

Reminders on a daily basis, for example from the rest-break software already available at personal computers, were mentioned as helping to maintain new or existing routines. Reminders timed on a less frequent or subconscious basis were also suggested, in order to reinforce the use of the standing option after a period of non-use. Examples included posters at the worksite or seeing a colleague who uses the standing option.

> *"It can be promptious \[sic*, *a prompt\] seeing a colleague with their desk up and so I think 'I have not done this for a while*.*'"*
>
> Manager--involved in primary work process

Non-users mentioned addressing practical issues for non-use. Larger desk surfaces to adjust to standing height and digital height indicators to show the height of the desks, preferably including a memory function to put the workstation at a pre-set height, were suggested as solutions.

### 3.4.2 Addressing additional strategies {#sec023}

Within organisational adjustments, managers and internal ergo-coaches acknowledged that they could be role models for employees. For instance, the could serve as examples and provide information about the (health) benefits of using the standing option and being less sedentary at the office. Although the need for more information was also acknowledged by users and non-users, the role that managers and ergo-coaches could play in providing this information was minimally acknowledged. Environmental changes in the office building that were suggested included changes to facilitate physical activity, such as the implementation of desk bikes, treadmill desks, or standing aids (e.g. standing stools). Other suggestions included the implementation of standing facilities in meeting rooms and the cafeteria. In these facilities, a partial replacement of sitting furniture was recommended, to offer a choice of whether to be seated or remain standing.

> *"In a \[meeting\] room like this even*, *the set-up is for presentations but the back bit could have higher desks with this supportive standing so that some people can maybe opt to listen more actively*. *But then you do not have them*, *you know*, *one sitting one standing because then the view is a bit strange*. *But there is one area where people can choose to be more active in their position*.*"*
>
> Non-user of the sit-stand workstation--supportive personnel

Within the theme "Individual adjustments", several suggestions to integrate activity in work and break routines were provided in all group interviews. This included walking to colleagues instead of sending emails, taking the stairs or go for walks during lunch time. It seemed important to adjust interventions to personal needs. It was suggested that a facility room (i.e. a sort of library) could be set-up, where interested employees could try new tools such as desk bikes. Furthermore, it was emphasised again (by non-users) that sitting was comfortable for them and standing would not be an option but that sitting alternatives, such as active sitting chairs, could work.

> *"But as I told you I was also looking for alternatives for sitting*. *So*, *there is a way*, *there is a problem*, *we are trying to find solutions*, *standing is not the one we like so we look for other solutions*. *That is*, *I think*, *the most important part of the game*. *There is always an alternative and we have to find it*.*"*
>
> Non-user of the sit-stand workstation--involved in primary work process

3.5 Manager and ergo-coach perspective {#sec024}
--------------------------------------

Managers and ergo-coaches were predominantly users of the sit-stand workstations, and they reflected similar reasons for use and non-use as well as similar strategies for increasing standing and physical activity as other users mentioned. However, other topics were also raised and discussed during group interviews with managers and ergo-coaches. Managers indicated that they could not only be examples for the employees in their departments by using the standing option, they could also play a role in normalising standing and fighting the sitting culture.

> *"The people get used to*, *you know*, *if they go somewhere*, *a meeting or whatever*, *that you do them standing up*. *Because then it is not going to be weird to stand up*. *They will be more used to stand up because that would happen in other different set-ups*, *not only in the office but everywhere*.*"*
>
> Manager--involved in primary work process

Ergo-coaches also reflected on their role of serving as an example in using sit-stand workstations within their departments as well as in meetings with employees they visit for an ergonomic consult. They emphasised the importance of an introductory phase for potential users to familiarise themselves with standing. They indicated that this phase should last at least several days. After this, immediate benefits of using the standing option can be experienced and the use can be incorporated into daily routines. If this threshold of a trial period is not met, routine usage will fail, as was also revealed in a personal example.

> *"At some point I said 'I want to do it for my health and because I cannot convince other people if I am not doing it myself*.*' And I wanted to test it also myself*. *\[...\] and then you sit for one hour and then it is already lunch time and then you missed it*. *But then after one week I forgot to think about it*. *I just realised 'oh I failed'*.*"*
>
> Internal Ergo-coach

4. Discussion {#sec025}
=============

This study explored reasons for use and non-use of sit-stand workstations and strategies to decrease sitting and increase physical activity in the workplace. Within a population who had had access to sit-stand workstations for several years, we included perspectives of users and non-users, as well as managers and ergo-coaches. The most important finding was that users and non-users of the standing option indicated several similar reasons for use and non-use, in addition to other reasons that were users/non-users specific. Furthermore, some reasons seemed to be two-fold, both a reason for use and non-use at the same time. Subsequently, distinct and shared reasons and strategies for successfully using the standing option of sit-stand workstations suggest that different approaches to reduce sitting time in the workplace might apply for the two user profiles.

4.1 Distinct reasons between users and non-users {#sec026}
------------------------------------------------

The most distinct reason between users and non-users seemed to be experiencing the immediate benefits of using the standing option, including staying alert and increasing focus, which was only mentioned by users. Users suggested that an introductory phase could be helpful for non-users to increase the use of the standing option. Still, long periods of absence from work could trigger relapse as indicated elsewhere \[[@pone.0236582.ref040]\].

Users indicated that they preferred to use the standing workstation when completing work tasks which did not require high levels of concentration, such as sending emails. Specific work tasks associated with standing have also been indicated in other studies \[[@pone.0236582.ref022], [@pone.0236582.ref025], [@pone.0236582.ref040]\]. Moreover, a recent study found that people did not identify "sitting" as an activity in and of itself, but rather thought of sitting in relation to the task they performed (e.g. computer work, monitor time, etc.). As such, the message "reduce sitting time" might be misinterpreted, as most sitting time could be linked to task-based behaviours \[[@pone.0236582.ref041]\].

After (long) periods of standing, users reported experiences of bodily discomfort in their lower extremities, which was a reason to return to a seated position. They seemed unaware of the risks associated with prolonged standing, such as varicose veins \[[@pone.0236582.ref042]\], with some using the standing option for several hours in a row.

Practical reasons for non-use, such as a desk surfaces being full or too small (since only part of the workstations could be put up), were mentioned mainly by the non-users. Such practicalities have previously been mentioned as reasons for non-use in populations with short-term access to sit-stand workstations \[[@pone.0236582.ref031], [@pone.0236582.ref032]\]. However, when the use of the standing option is part of daily routines, this no longer seemed to be a practical barrier, as only a few users mentioned this.

4.2 Shared reasons between users and non-users {#sec027}
----------------------------------------------

Several reasons for use and non-use were shared by users and non-users. The need to focus during certain work tasks was a reason for users and non-users to work in a seated position. Although quantitative research has shown that work productivity might not be affected when sit-stand workstations are used \[[@pone.0236582.ref021], [@pone.0236582.ref043], [@pone.0236582.ref044]\], earlier qualitative research also noted perceived concerns about productivity while working in a standing position \[[@pone.0236582.ref029], [@pone.0236582.ref035], [@pone.0236582.ref045], [@pone.0236582.ref046]\]. In the current study, statements about productivity (gains or losses) were not mentioned. Still, work tasks which required high focus (e.g. typing) were mentioned as preferably being done while sitting. This might indirectly mirror a decrease in perceived productivity if these tasks were done standing. In other studies there have been indications that high focus work tasks are prioritised over the use of the standing option \[[@pone.0236582.ref040]\], or that sitting postures are not consciously experienced during high-focus work tasks \[[@pone.0236582.ref025]\].

The perceptions of the cultural, organisational, and inter-personal context were similar in users and non-users. Similarities between the two user perspectives might be expected for the overall context, such as the sitting culture within society. Still, knowledge about health risks of prolonged sitting and levels of leisure (physical) activity were also equally addressed by users and non-users. This suggests that contextual and individual factors did not determine whether participants engaged in the use of the standing option or not.

In line with a broadly recognised sitting culture, both users and non-users mentioned that the persistent habit of sitting held them back from using the standing option more often. This was also found in other qualitative research \[[@pone.0236582.ref027]\], as well as in a quantitative study conducted in a large office population (N = 533) with sit-stand workstations \[[@pone.0236582.ref047]\]. Organisational culture has been identified as an important factor to successfully reducing sitting in office workers \[[@pone.0236582.ref048]\].

4.3 Recommendations for practice {#sec028}
--------------------------------

Gardner et al. (2016) found that for interventions to reduce sitting, environmental restructuring and persuasion or education were the most promising behavioural change strategies \[[@pone.0236582.ref049]\]. When developing interventions including sit-stand workstations (environmental restructuring), adopting an introductory phase (persuasion) might lead to the immediate experience of benefits, which (as also indicated by the users in our study) could in turn result in long-term use. However, it was also indicated by users that this introductory phase takes time and energy and that persistence is needed for several days with increasing intensity of use. This intensity of use of the standing option might never be met by some office workers with a non-user profile. Non-users indicated that they feel comfortable when sitting and did not see any benefits in changing their routines. Non-adherence of this group might be inevitable \[[@pone.0236582.ref036]\] and other solutions, such as active office breaks incorporated into work tasks, might be more feasible for decreasing sedentary behaviour \[[@pone.0236582.ref050]\]. Still, an introductory phase to induce long-term use might also be worthwhile in such 'non-user' interventions.

It might also be useful to link sitting reduction efforts to specific office tasks, such as prompting standing by putting the sit-stand workstation up when leaving the office, as indicated by the users and internal ergo-coaches in this study. To increase adherence to interventions for reducing sitting time, frequent reminders could also be beneficial. Digital reminders (e.g. using specific sit-stand software) seemed effective in the long-term to increase the use of the sit-stand workstation at the population level \[[@pone.0236582.ref051], [@pone.0236582.ref052]\]. Also, seeing colleagues using the standing option was indicated as a reminder and prompt for use \[[@pone.0236582.ref025], [@pone.0236582.ref053]\]. This might become more evident as a transition is made from a sitting culture towards a more physically active work culture, in which organisational culture promotes healthy behaviours \[[@pone.0236582.ref025], [@pone.0236582.ref048]\]. Standing (group) meetings, including the proper furniture, might be implemented as a strategy to alter sitting norms and promote a more active culture. Still, it might be necessary to do more than just place standing tables in a meeting room to overcome sitting culture, as the use of these tables might also introduce physical and psychological discomfort during meetings \[[@pone.0236582.ref054]\], and an introductory phase might again be needed. Furthermore, when implementing interventions to reduce sitting time information about the health risks associated with prolonged standing should also be provided \[[@pone.0236582.ref055], [@pone.0236582.ref056]\] by (for example) managers and internal ergo-coaches acting as role models.

Interventions to reduce sitting at the office should include components that address all employees, such as incorporating a more physically active work culture, as well as tailored components for employees with user and non-user profiles. Future research should look into how to identify employees who are potential users or non-users and whether differentiating between them could increase the reach and effectiveness of interventions.

4.4 Strengths and limitations {#sec029}
-----------------------------

A strength of this study was that participants had had long-term access to sit-stand workstations, assuring that perceptions reflected routine behaviour and were not reflecting only on the novelty of the furniture. The variation in perspectives included was also a strength, with the non-user perspective being rather novel compared to recent literature. Furthermore, participants in our study had many different nationalities, which may contribute to higher generalisability and a broader perspective.

Limitations of this study included possible selection bias, because non-users were likely to be less enthusiastic about participating in a study about sit-stand workstations. The non-users we included in our study might therefore have been more enthusiastic and physically active, which may have resulted in similar contextual and individual factors between users and non-users. In the total office population of the organisation, there might be more variation in these factors between users and non-users, as indicated in earlier quantitative research \[[@pone.0236582.ref036]\]. Furthermore, generalisability to other office populations might be limited because this population was very highly educated, had private offices with personal sit-stand workstations, and performed specific computer work tasks as their primary work process. Still, similar outcomes have been established in other research concerning the user perspective. The non-user profile is very likely to be present in other (more general) office populations as well, yet this should be verified in future research. Because of the variation of perspectives, more information was provided from different angles and it was anticipated that it would be difficult to reach saturation for the two major themes. Still, Reasons for use and non-use seemed saturated when the coding of all transcripts was complete. This major theme was elaborately discussed from all perspectives, and no new codes that considerably altered the coding tree seemed to arise, although this was subject to the interpretation of the researchers \[[@pone.0236582.ref039]\]. Because of the clear research aim (to explore reasons for use and non-use of sit-stand workstations as well as to explore other strategies to decrease sitting and increase physical activity in the workplace), the coding process might have been influenced beforehand. However, all themes within the two major themes, and the additional separate theme, resulted from the data analysis process, suggesting that the influence was limited.

4.5 Conclusion {#sec030}
--------------

Users and non-users of sit-stand workstations identified shared and distinct reasons for their use and non-use of the standing option. Furthermore, they provided insight into potential strategies for increasing standing and physical activities at the workplace. The most important reason for users to use the standing option was the experience of immediate benefits, including staying alert and increasing focus. The contextual and individual factors, including the predominant sitting culture and personal attitudes towards the health risks of prolonged sitting, seemed important but were not perceived differently between users and non-users. When implementing interventions to reduce occupational sitting, such as sit-stand workstations, it could be helpful to include an introductory phase in order for potential users to experience immediate benefits and become familiar with a new routine. Still, other strategies not involving sit-stand workstations might be needed to reduce sitting time in some office workers with the non-user profile. Future research should look into how to identify users and non-users before the implementation phase and how to motivate them to adopt an introductory phase, whether it is linked to the use of sit-stand workstations or other interventions to reduce sitting time.

Supporting information {#sec031}
======================

###### COREQ checklist.

(PDF)

###### 

Click here for additional data file.

###### Interview guide.

(DOCX)

###### 

Click here for additional data file.
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Reviewer \#2: Comments to the editor:

Thank you for the opportunity to review this interesting manuscript. This manuscript describes a qualitative study aiming to explore employee and management views of reasons for use and non-use of standing workstations and to explore views on strategies to decrease sedentary behaviour and increase physical activity. While I think this is an interesting study, I have several suggestions which I think should be addressed before the paper can be considered for publication. My specific comments are below.

Comments to the author:

I enjoyed reading this interesting study. I think the use of qualitative research methods is a novel approach which provides an in-depth insight into the views and opinions of employees using sit to stand workstations. However, I think that your manuscript could be strengthened by addressing my comments below.

Broad Comments

Introduction:

While the introduction cites important literature in the area of sit-to-stand workstations and sedentary behaviour, in places I felt that it lacked coherence and clarity. I think that in places the lack of coherence detracted from the overall justification for conducting the study. Overall, I think that the justification for conducting this study, using qualitative methods in particular, could be improved. Below is a list of questions I felt were unanswered by the introduction. Consideration of these questions could strengthen the justification for conducting the study:

• Why sit-to-stand workstations as opposed to other forms of sedentary behaviour interventions? Is there evidence to suggest that sit-to-stand workstations are more effective for reducing sedentary behaviour time/ improving health outcomes than other methods?

• Why are qualitative research methods the most appropriate data collection method for examining this specific research question?

• Why is this study novel? What gap is it addressing in the literature?

Methods:

I commend the authors for reporting their study in line with the COREQ guidance.

Although I think most aspects of the methods undertaken have been reporting well, based on the reporting of the thematic analysis conducted in this paper, I do not believe that a reader could follow the analysis steps undertaken, in a future study. To strengthen this section, the authors could report specifically how they undertook each of the six steps of thematic analysis, as outlined by Braun and Clark.

Results:

In places I found the results section difficult to follow. For example the following sentence (line 178): "Themes within reasons for use and non-use of the standing option were reasons for non-use, reasons for both use and non-use, and reasons for use". I think this sentence is referring to sub-themes within the larger theme of "reasons for use and non-use of standing option". I think that the clarity of the results section could be improved like so: Themes within "reasons for use and non-use of the standing option" were "reasons for non-use", "reasons for both use and non-use", and "reasons for use". I think that there needs to be a clear differentiation throughout the results section, to denote where the names of themes or subthemes are referred to. I think that the results section should be updated throughout to reflect this suggestion.

Specific comments:

Introduction:

Page 3 line 48- although I do not speak or understand Dutch, it appears that Reference 8 is a secondary website quoting data from another study. Is this the most appropriate reference for this study? Has the data been published elsewhere? I apologise if this is incorrect. Were the participants from this study Dutch? If so I think this should be clarified here. Can the authors please clarify if "accumulated total sitting time" refers to all sedentary behaviour domains (e.g. sitting at home as well as at work), or just at work?

Page 3, line 48. As far as I can see, reference 11 does not explore the use of sit to stand work stations for reducing sedentary behaviour. Can the authors confirm if the correct reference has been cited here?

Page 4, line 53- please can the authors expanding upon what was included in "multi-component" interventions?

Page 4, line 54- Can the authors please clarify what they mean by "similar effects" here? Do they mean similar to a different type of intervention or similar to the 57 minute reduction in sedentary time reported in reference number 12.

Page 4, line 55- was there any evidence in references 12, 13 and 14 of the variation in reductions in sedentary behaviour? Perhaps standard deviations could be reported to support this claim.

Page 4, line 58- should this line read "between studies" rather than "between individuals"? Please could the authors clarify here whether there were differences in intervention strategies within an individual trial, or whether across a number of trials the strategies were different?

Page 4 line 58, please could the authors provide some more information about the "Stand-up Victoria" study, as it is not mentioned before now.

Second paragraph of the introduction- the authors have reported here a number of studies which examine a range of techniques used to modify sedentary behaviour. But, in my opinion, they have not fully justified why sit to stand work stations may be an appropriate option for reducing sedentary behaviour, and most importantly, whether this reduction in sedentary behaviour improves health or wellbeing outcomes. Please refer to my earlier major comment regarding the introduction of the paper, which I think will help to address this point.

Page 4 line 65- I commend the authors for their discussion of a recent meta-synthesis of qualitative work examining the acceptability and feasibility of sit to stand work stations. However, I felt this important paragraph lacked coherence in places, and I found it difficult to read. I would suggest that the authors restructure the paragraph so that the findings of review are clearly reported. Perhaps the types of studies should be described together and then the findings of the review should be stated, to improve the flow of this paragraph.

Page 4, line 81. Should this sentence perhaps read "previous and current users of sit to stand workstations" instead of "users and ceased users"?

Page 4, line 83- can the authors please clarify here what they mean by "the inclusion of ceased users was a novelty". Do they mean a novelty in terms of the evidence base?

Page 4 line 85- can the authors please clarify here what they mean by "indicates parallels with the user profile". What specifically does this indicate is similar between the "user" and "ceased user" groups in reference number 24?

Page 5, line 26. Reference number 26- could the findings of this study be described in more detail in the introduction?

Methods:

Can the authors please confirm how many participants were include in each focus group? I note this information has been included in the results section, but typically this information is reported in the methods section.

Page 5, line 104- Can the authors report here the number of staff within the participating organisation? This will give an indication of the percentage of total staff that were recruited to the study.

Page 5, line 108- I think "group interviews" are typically referred to as focus groups in qualitative literature. I would suggest the authors amend this throughout the manuscript.

Page 7, line 144- please can the authors clarify what they mean by "deliberate debate" which was conducted during focus group schedule development and what this process consisted of. Apologies, I am unfamiliar with the term.

Page 7, line 152- "This warm-up exercise was intended to get familiar with the topic and the group", can the authors please clarify here if this sentence is referring to the participants themselves, or the researcher?

Page 7, line 157- the authors state here that "The summaries were used to predefine the major themes for data analysis". Was this an evidence based analysis decision? If so, please could the authors cite an appropriate source here? If not, could the authors consider in the limitations section of the discussion if pre-defining themes based on a summary document given to participants could have inhibited the analysis process as outlined by Braun & Clarke?

Page 8 first paragraph. The data analysis process that were undertaken and reported here seem to contradict the process which was reported on line 157. At what point during data analysis was the coding tree developed? Was it developed from the summary sheet given to participants or following thematic analysis process?

Results

Page 8, Line 177- sentence beginning "Furthermore, an extra theme". Is this sentence complete? It does not make sense as it stands.

Page 8, line 179-80- The sub-theme "reasons for use" is expanded upon here but the other subthemes are not. Is there a rationale for this choice?

Page 8- does the first paragraph of the results section present a summary of the main findings? If so, I think naming this section accordingly would guide the reader more clearly through the results section. Furthermore, the structure of the results section does not match this summary section (the sections are in a different order in the summary and the text). To help the flow of the results section, the summary section should list the themes in the order they are presented in the text, or the result section should be reorganised accordingly.

Page 9- would the participants section and Table 1 not fit better within the methods section?

Page 9, table 1- does the row "Work experience" refer to the length of time the participants have been employed by the organisation where the research was conducted? Or total work experience in any organisation? Please could the authors clarify this in the table by either making the heading clearer, or adding a legend?

Page 9, line 193-194- please can the author clarify what they mean by "hardly ever used"? I think this needs to be more specific.

Page 10, line 225: While interesting, I am not sure that discussion of children being a barrier to leisure time physical activity behaviour is relevant to the research question. I think this should be removed.

Page 11- line 244-45: Can the authors present a quote here to illustrate the participants views about the "health risks" associated with prolonged sitting.

Page 15, Line 343- Please can the authors expanding upon the "several health benefits" reported by participants as reasons for use of the sit to stand work stations? Perhaps an illustrative quote here would help.

Page 16, line 360: please can the authors clarify what they mean by "self-activation". Is this a term from the literature? I think a definition is required here.

Page 17 line 378- please can the authors confirm who the "several tips" were provided by? Were they provided by the researchers to the participants, or from participant to participant?

Discussion

Page 22, line 499: Please can the authors clarify what they mean by "barely mentioned" here.

Page 23 line 521: can the authors cite any empirical evidence here reporting the "acute benefits" of reducing sedentary behaviour. I think this statement needs to be more specific, and also supported by the evidence base.

Page 23, line 533: can the authors confirm what they mean by "physically dynamic work culture". I have not read this phrase elsewhere. This also needs to be clarified on line 540.

Page 23, line 535: If reference number 46 finds that standing meeting furniture causes physical and psychological discomfort, why would they be recommend for use here? What alternatives would the authors suggest to facilitate "standing meetings"?

Page 24, line 550. The authors state here that the inclusion of a range of nationalities within the sample is a strength of their study. While I agree, I cannot find information presented in the manuscript about the nationalities of those included. I think this information could be included in or near to Table 1.

Conclusion

Page 25, line 578: How do the authors propose that researchers identify users and non-users of an intervention before an intervention is implemented?

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

6\. PLOS authors have the option to publish the peer review history of their article ([what does this mean?](https://journals.plos.org/plosone/s/editorial-and-peer-review-process#loc-peer-review-history)). If published, this will include your full peer review and any attached files.

If you choose "no", your identity will remain anonymous but your review may still be made public.

**Do you want your identity to be public for this peer review?** For information about this choice, including consent withdrawal, please see our [Privacy Policy](https://www.plos.org/privacy-policy).

Reviewer \#1: No

Reviewer \#2: No

\[NOTE: If reviewer comments were submitted as an attachment file, they will be attached to this email and accessible via the submission site. Please log into your account, locate the manuscript record, and check for the action link \"View Attachments\". If this link does not appear, there are no attachment files to be viewed.\]

While revising your submission, please upload your figure files to the Preflight Analysis and Conversion Engine (PACE) digital diagnostic tool, <https://pacev2.apexcovantage.com/>. PACE helps ensure that figures meet PLOS requirements. To use PACE, you must first register as a user. Registration is free. Then, login and navigate to the UPLOAD tab, where you will find detailed instructions on how to use the tool. If you encounter any issues or have any questions when using PACE, please email us at <figures@plos.org>. Please note that Supporting Information files do not need this step.
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PONE-D-20-01975R1

The user and non-user perspective: experiences of office workers with long-term access to sit-stand workstations

PLOS ONE

Dear Ms. Renaud,

Thank you for submitting your manuscript to PLOS ONE. After careful consideration, we feel that it has merit but does not fully meet PLOS ONE's publication criteria as it currently stands. Therefore, we invite you to submit a revised version of the manuscript that addresses the points raised during the review process.

While both reviewers agree your paper is much improved following the first revision, they still share major concerns about the \'readability\' of the paper and strongly suggest the use of less complicated terminology and reworking the grammar and syntax through the manuscript. As you will see below, Reviewer 1 has provided an extensive and thorough list of queries and concerns, which must be fully addressed in your revision.  Please also ensure to address the remaining issues highlighted by Reviewer 2. 

We would appreciate receiving your revised manuscript by May 10 2020 11:59PM. When you are ready to submit your revision, log on to <https://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/> and select the \'Submissions Needing Revision\' folder to locate your manuscript file.

If you would like to make changes to your financial disclosure, please include your updated statement in your cover letter.

To enhance the reproducibility of your results, we recommend that if applicable you deposit your laboratory protocols in protocols.io, where a protocol can be assigned its own identifier (DOI) such that it can be cited independently in the future. For instructions see: <http://journals.plos.org/plosone/s/submission-guidelines#loc-laboratory-protocols>

Please include the following items when submitting your revised manuscript:

A rebuttal letter that responds to each point raised by the academic editor and reviewer(s). This letter should be uploaded as separate file and labeled \'Response to Reviewers\'.A marked-up copy of your manuscript that highlights changes made to the original version. This file should be uploaded as separate file and labeled \'Revised Manuscript with Track Changes\'.An unmarked version of your revised paper without tracked changes. This file should be uploaded as separate file and labeled \'Manuscript\'.

Please note while forming your response, if your article is accepted, you may have the opportunity to make the peer review history publicly available. The record will include editor decision letters (with reviews) and your responses to reviewer comments. If eligible, we will contact you to opt in or out.

We look forward to receiving your revised manuscript.

Kind regards,

Kathryn L. Weston, PhD

Academic Editor

PLOS ONE

\[Note: HTML markup is below. Please do not edit.\]

Reviewers\' comments:

Reviewer\'s Responses to Questions

**Comments to the Author**

1\. If the authors have adequately addressed your comments raised in a previous round of review and you feel that this manuscript is now acceptable for publication, you may indicate that here to bypass the "Comments to the Author" section, enter your conflict of interest statement in the "Confidential to Editor" section, and submit your \"Accept\" recommendation.

Reviewer \#1: (No Response)

Reviewer \#2: All comments have been addressed

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

2\. Is the manuscript technically sound, and do the data support the conclusions?

The manuscript must describe a technically sound piece of scientific research with data that supports the conclusions. Experiments must have been conducted rigorously, with appropriate controls, replication, and sample sizes. The conclusions must be drawn appropriately based on the data presented.

Reviewer \#1: Yes

Reviewer \#2: Yes

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

3\. Has the statistical analysis been performed appropriately and rigorously?

Reviewer \#1: N/A

Reviewer \#2: Yes

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

4\. Have the authors made all data underlying the findings in their manuscript fully available?

The [PLOS Data policy](http://www.plosone.org/static/policies.action#sharing) requires authors to make all data underlying the findings described in their manuscript fully available without restriction, with rare exception (please refer to the Data Availability Statement in the manuscript PDF file). The data should be provided as part of the manuscript or its supporting information, or deposited to a public repository. For example, in addition to summary statistics, the data points behind means, medians and variance measures should be available. If there are restrictions on publicly sharing data---e.g. participant privacy or use of data from a third party---those must be specified.

Reviewer \#1: No

Reviewer \#2: No

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

5\. Is the manuscript presented in an intelligible fashion and written in standard English?

PLOS ONE does not copyedit accepted manuscripts, so the language in submitted articles must be clear, correct, and unambiguous. Any typographical or grammatical errors should be corrected at revision, so please note any specific errors here.

Reviewer \#1: No

Reviewer \#2: Yes

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

6\. Review Comments to the Author

Please use the space provided to explain your answers to the questions above. You may also include additional comments for the author, including concerns about dual publication, research ethics, or publication ethics. (Please upload your review as an attachment if it exceeds 20,000 characters)

Reviewer \#1: Thanks again for the opportunity to re-review this paper. As I mentioned previously, I think this has a lot of potential. Although a lot of progress has been made to improving the standard of the paper, I would again suggest the authors resubmit a revised version. My main concerns are still in relation to the language used which was confusing and made the paper difficult to read and follow. I wouldn't be confident it would be written clearly enough to be accessible to non-specialists. I found the language complicated and sentence structure clunky and difficult to navigate. Please consider reworking the grammar, syntax and choose less complicated terminology. Once this paper is more "reader friendly", I think it will make a good addition to the literature. I do not feel this is presented in an intelligible fashion and written in standard English in some places. I am not clear on a number of items which make the interpretation of the results difficult. For example, I find the familiarisation and practise concepts difficult to understand without more information. A

Line 17: May benefit from insertion of country where the organisation is.

Line 18: From what I can see, open and axial coding is mentioned in this line and then not mentioned again in the manuscript. Please either further explain open and axial coding in the main text or consider removing from abstract.

Line 23: Is the term self-activation the best to use here? Please consider an alternative as it is not very clear what is meant. The term "activation" draws my mind to psychological theories.

Line 26: Consider clarification of practise periods and familiarisation here and throughout the paper. Will come back to this point when I meet it in the main body.

Line 28: Again will touch on this in main body, but more clarity around kinds of information is required here and main body.

Line 40: "INCLUDING SOLELY" please rephrase. Perhaps "only including".

Line 40: I understand I mentioned this before and the advice was taken on board, but the English here isn't the best. Perhaps use "device measured" in this instant to allow better flow. My apologies for confusion.

Line 42: 5.5 hours.... Per day? Please insert unit.

Line 46: If it has already been extensively evaluated, why is more research being done by you?

Line 46/47: Is this gain in popularity referring to the desks or the interest in occupational sitting levels etc.?

Line 48: Please be careful with terms here as inactive doesn't mean sedentary, necessarily. Which is it? Or both?

Line 50: "INDEED", is this a necessary word?

Line 57: Consider treadmill desk here.

Line 57: Is the word remarkable required here. In my opinion, here it doesn't add to the scientific style of writing.

Line 57/58: Confusing sentence, unsure what is meant. Please rephrase for clarity.

Line 59/60: Please use the correct term "behaviour change wheel" and reference it (Michie).

Line 61: Again, correct term please. "Behaviour change techniques". Please also reference.

Line 64/65: I don't believe this is a solid rationale for why the qualitative methods were used. Please review.

Line 69-71: Please rewrite for clarity.

Line 89: Is the "at least in the past" at the end of this sentence needed, or is it repetition as mentioned earlier in the sentence?

Line 91-94: is this a recommendation for future research or a limitation of the study? Not sure how this fits here or the point being made. Please clarify.

Line 96-98: Please clarify here the link between the 2 studies more clearly. That one followed from the other, same research team, offices etc.

Line 99: Which study is being referred to?

Line 110: what is this referring to (±2000) plus or minus 2000? Employees? Please clarify in particular what the ± symbols is indicating here.

Line 112: Are all these desks then 21 years old? Are they dated? Or have the desks been upgraded?

Line 114: Please provide more precise information on the number of participants and the time of each session. Consider using descriptive stats for further clarity.

Line 124: Is this all that applied? How were they selected? Is this based on the inclusion/exclusion criteria?

Line 127-128: Please review the English used.

Line 130: Frequency of what?

Line 130-131: Why was collaboration required? Is it necessary to report this?

Line 134: What kind of consultation was available about the organisation?

Line 136: Why is gender an eligibility criteria?

Line 138: So you excluded some people based on their gender? Please explain

Line 140-142: Is this a requirement of the journal? I am not convinced this is critical to the paper if not required by journal specifications.

Line 147: Is this repetition?

Line 148-149: Unsure why this is relevant here.

Line 153: How was debate resolved?

Line 157: Why use word internal here? were there external too?

Line 167: Did you get much correction/comments, is this mentioned in results?

Line 176: I mentioned this earlier, here open coding only is referred to?

Line 182-183: Why was saturation not required, please include a reference for this.

Line 184-185: Was this only evident here?

Line 204: Please reconsider the use of the term attendant here.

Line 227-228: Why is the cycling culture relevant to occupational sitting?

Line 238: Is software a "facility"?

Line 244-248: Why so many quotation marks used here? Are they different quotes?

Line 253-256: This is an example of the hard to read sentences. Consider rephrasing and using randomly instead of random.

Line 256: How was this measured?

Line 317-318: How does the height impact conversation dynamic, please explain.

Line 335-337: I do not understand what is meant here.

Line 342-343: Please rephrase this sentence especially, "making them more prompted".

Line 347: Is work place a better term here?

Line 365-367: hard to follow this sentence. Please reword.

Line 374: Please consider changing self-activation as mentioned previously.

Line 376: Does direction of switch matter here?

Line 386-387: Please consider only using the word strategy once in this sentence.

Line 391-392: As above, use/user is used 3 times. Please reword.

Line 393: Please consider using "in an upright position", rather than "up".

Line 394 (2nd half): Is there a quote for increasing intervals?

Line 395: Is this an absence of use or physical absence from the office?

Line 402: What is the reason for the brackets here?

Line 406: Is promptious a typo? I can't find it in a dictionary.

Line 406-407: Why so many quotation marks here also?

Line 410: What is a digital height indicator?

Line 411-412: Why so?

Line 419: provide information on (benefits of) using the standing option- is this relating to the desk use or just in general?

Line 419-420: What kind of information?

Line 420-421: Their role in doing what exactly?

Line 433: Is this double "or" required?

Line 433-435: Is this 2 points in the one sentence? The first half seems not to fit with the second half?

Line 436 "Active sitting", what does this mean here? does the quote reflect this?

Line 444-446: please reword, what are the similar dialogues? from where?

Line 453-458: Could be made more concise? A lot of repetition here. What kind of threshold of acquaintance? is this the best term to use? i am not sure how a familiarisation period would work? Please explain what is meant here? 

Line 471: "for users or non-users", would and fit better here?

Line 472 and throughout: Is distinctive the best term? Consider something like \"different\"?

Line 479: "Practice period", is this linking back to the acquaintance threshold etc.? Please ensure consistent terminology to avoid confusion.

Line 484-485: What does this sentence add? it might be worth summarising for readers the kinds of tasks if this adds to the paper. 

Line 489-490: Was back not mentioned too?

Line 490: "They seemed hardly aware"- Please rephrase.

Line 496: How was the integration explored in this study? What does it mean?

Line 497: Please be more specific, little or none?

Line 502: Can you really say this definitively? Perhaps the word suggested is better here?

Line 507-509: please reword to avoid confusion.

Line 513: Does this mean both groups had the same knowledge/concerns about prolonged sitting?

Line 516: UK or US spelling?

Line 517: Is it a reason for not using it? Is reason the best word here? is it more of a side effect or something along those lines?

Line 526: Why the brackets?

Line 527-529: Throughout, what is meant by this practise period isn't clear to me. Is it more like an introductory phase?

Line 530-531: How can you say this if they haven't changed anything?

Line 533: "the persuasion by practice periods"- Unclear what is meant here.

Line 537: Our study? Or this study?

Line 543: Including/included x 2, please rephrase.

Line 546: please clarify why the placing of a desk result in psychological discomfort?

Line 551-552: Why is this identification important? do you just mean by asking someone if they think they'd use? Is this before they received a desk? Please elaborate.

Line 562-563: I do not grasp what is meant here. Please clarify.

Line 565: In the workplace population you looked at or all over the world?

Line 568: Did each person have their own individual office and their own individual desk? Did I miss this earlier? Apologies if I did. Please consider the impact this may have particularly on role modelling of others given that you cannot see the others in the building.

Line 572-573: Would benefit from a reference here.

Line 577-578: Do you think this happened? What was in place, if anything, to stop this?

Line 582-584: Please consider splitting into 2 sentences.

Reviewer \#2: The authors have attended to my comments well and I believe it has strengthened the paper greatly. I do agree with Reviewer One, who stated in their review that in places the manuscript was difficult to follow. While I believe this has been addressed in places, I have made a number of comments below indicating where there are some grammatical/ spelling/ formatting errors that when corrected will further improve the flow of the manuscript.

The Line numbers I have used refer to the document with tracked changes.

Throughout the manuscript, both UK and US English spelling are used. I would suggest referring to the journal guidelines about which form should be used, and amending throughout. For example line 516 recognized (US spelling) and line 523 organisational (UK spelling).

Line 51- I suggest rewording this sentence to "could reduce health risks associated with prolonged sitting in people who are inactive".

Line 67- I am unclear from the description what the Stand Up Australia study actually entailed. I think further description is needed here (perhaps just a sentence about the study design/ methods).

Line 76- qualitative used twice- sentence needs to be rephrased.

Line 82- check grammar here

Line 98- typo "dependent of"

Line 117- should this read ergo-coaches?

Line 127- consider changing the word obtained to installed.

Line 153- Does this mean that some individuals volunteered and were eligible to participate but were not selected? Does this have any implications in terms of bias this may have introduced?

Line 171- if the phrase "based on literature to date" is to be used here, I would suggest a citation (or citations) to the pertinent literature is required here.

Line 180- check grammar here "get familiar with the topic".

Line 185- what was involved in the "processing of comments and queries" were any changes made to the interview transcripts?

Line 192- check grammar "was done"

Line 188- While I commend the authors for including more detail in the data analysis section, I found it difficult to follow in parts. I am still unclear where each of the six steps for thematic analysis begin and end. Perhaps it would be useful to use phrases like "in the first/ second/ third stage of thematic analysis\...." to guide the reader through this section.

Line 203: This sentence is quite unclear. I am unclear how a hierarchy of two major themes and an extra theme were presented in three conceptual frameworks. Is there a simpler and more concise way that this could be explained? Perhaps the authors could consider refer back to the language used by Braun and Clarke to guide the writing of this section?

Line 332- typo "indicated as reason"

Line 496- consider changing "looked into" to "explored"

Line 499- consider rephrasing "the most important finding seemed that"

Line 525- consider rephrasing "switch back" to "return". Switch back is colloquial language.

Line 532- I think the phrase "none to little" needs to be changed here. I think the authors need to specifically state whether it was a few participants that mentioned this, or none at all, as it cannot be both.

Line 592- should this phrase be "physically active" rather than "physical active"?

Line 633- consider rephrasing "get familiarised" to "become familiarised"?

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

7\. PLOS authors have the option to publish the peer review history of their article ([what does this mean?](https://journals.plos.org/plosone/s/editorial-and-peer-review-process#loc-peer-review-history)). If published, this will include your full peer review and any attached files.

If you choose "no", your identity will remain anonymous but your review may still be made public.

**Do you want your identity to be public for this peer review?** For information about this choice, including consent withdrawal, please see our [Privacy Policy](https://www.plos.org/privacy-policy).

Reviewer \#1: Yes: Aoife Stephenson

Reviewer \#2: No

\[NOTE: If reviewer comments were submitted as an attachment file, they will be attached to this email and accessible via the submission site. Please log into your account, locate the manuscript record, and check for the action link \"View Attachments\". If this link does not appear, there are no attachment files to be viewed.\]

While revising your submission, please upload your figure files to the Preflight Analysis and Conversion Engine (PACE) digital diagnostic tool, <https://pacev2.apexcovantage.com/>. PACE helps ensure that figures meet PLOS requirements. To use PACE, you must first register as a user. Registration is free. Then, login and navigate to the UPLOAD tab, where you will find detailed instructions on how to use the tool. If you encounter any issues or have any questions when using PACE, please email us at <figures@plos.org>. Please note that Supporting Information files do not need this step.
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PONE-D-20-01975R2

The user and non-user perspective: experiences of office workers with long-term access to sit-stand workstations

PLOS ONE

Dear Ms. Renaud,

Thank you for submitting your manuscript to PLOS ONE. After careful consideration, we feel that it has merit but does not fully meet PLOS ONE's publication criteria as it currently stands. Therefore, we invite you to submit a revised version of the manuscript that addresses the points raised during the review process.

As detailed below, both reviewers are much happier with the revised manuscript, but several queries remain about the language, structure and syntax throughout the manuscript. Please ensure all remaining queries are addressed in your revision.

We would appreciate receiving your revised manuscript by Jun 12 2020 11:59PM. When you are ready to submit your revision, log on to <https://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/> and select the \'Submissions Needing Revision\' folder to locate your manuscript file.

If you would like to make changes to your financial disclosure, please include your updated statement in your cover letter.

To enhance the reproducibility of your results, we recommend that if applicable you deposit your laboratory protocols in protocols.io, where a protocol can be assigned its own identifier (DOI) such that it can be cited independently in the future. For instructions see: <http://journals.plos.org/plosone/s/submission-guidelines#loc-laboratory-protocols>

Please include the following items when submitting your revised manuscript:

A rebuttal letter that responds to each point raised by the academic editor and reviewer(s). This letter should be uploaded as separate file and labeled \'Response to Reviewers\'.A marked-up copy of your manuscript that highlights changes made to the original version. This file should be uploaded as separate file and labeled \'Revised Manuscript with Track Changes\'.An unmarked version of your revised paper without tracked changes. This file should be uploaded as separate file and labeled \'Manuscript\'.

Please note while forming your response, if your article is accepted, you may have the opportunity to make the peer review history publicly available. The record will include editor decision letters (with reviews) and your responses to reviewer comments. If eligible, we will contact you to opt in or out.

We look forward to receiving your revised manuscript.

Kind regards,

Kathryn L. Weston, PhD

Academic Editor

PLOS ONE

\[Note: HTML markup is below. Please do not edit.\]

Reviewers\' comments:

Reviewer\'s Responses to Questions

**Comments to the Author**

1\. If the authors have adequately addressed your comments raised in a previous round of review and you feel that this manuscript is now acceptable for publication, you may indicate that here to bypass the "Comments to the Author" section, enter your conflict of interest statement in the "Confidential to Editor" section, and submit your \"Accept\" recommendation.

Reviewer \#1: (No Response)

Reviewer \#2: All comments have been addressed

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

2\. Is the manuscript technically sound, and do the data support the conclusions?

The manuscript must describe a technically sound piece of scientific research with data that supports the conclusions. Experiments must have been conducted rigorously, with appropriate controls, replication, and sample sizes. The conclusions must be drawn appropriately based on the data presented.

Reviewer \#1: Yes

Reviewer \#2: Yes

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

3\. Has the statistical analysis been performed appropriately and rigorously?

Reviewer \#1: N/A

Reviewer \#2: N/A

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

4\. Have the authors made all data underlying the findings in their manuscript fully available?

The [PLOS Data policy](http://www.plosone.org/static/policies.action#sharing) requires authors to make all data underlying the findings described in their manuscript fully available without restriction, with rare exception (please refer to the Data Availability Statement in the manuscript PDF file). The data should be provided as part of the manuscript or its supporting information, or deposited to a public repository. For example, in addition to summary statistics, the data points behind means, medians and variance measures should be available. If there are restrictions on publicly sharing data---e.g. participant privacy or use of data from a third party---those must be specified.

Reviewer \#1: No

Reviewer \#2: No

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

5\. Is the manuscript presented in an intelligible fashion and written in standard English?

PLOS ONE does not copyedit accepted manuscripts, so the language in submitted articles must be clear, correct, and unambiguous. Any typographical or grammatical errors should be corrected at revision, so please note any specific errors here.

Reviewer \#1: Yes

Reviewer \#2: Yes

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

6\. Review Comments to the Author

Please use the space provided to explain your answers to the questions above. You may also include additional comments for the author, including concerns about dual publication, research ethics, or publication ethics. (Please upload your review as an attachment if it exceeds 20,000 characters)

Reviewer \#1: This paper is now very much improved. Thanks for taking the time to revise.Below are some points to be addressed before publication.

Line 18: Is this the correct order of steps?

Line 28: Reminders to do what?

Line 29: What are you referring to when you say "this"?

Line 32:Look into---change to explore?

Line 33- is perceive best? Experience? Yet again, not all will experience the benefits, so need to find a word here to match both.

Line 47-50 , hard to read and unsure of point being made.

Line 58- consider change seemed to appeared ?

Line 72-74- please consider using a comma or commas to make the sentence more readable.

Line 75- alternative word for seemed

Line 89-90: How is peer support a personal consideration?

Line 90- Please explain what you mean by novelty here- it is not the same "novelty" you refer to about the novelty of the desks in the paragraphs above and this may confuse readers

Line 99-102 it is still not really clear here whether you conducted this survey study too? Is it a precursor study to the one being reviewed here? You identified the sub groups from your own previous work? Or from someone else's work? Although it is mentioned by the authors, I think the order that things are mentioned could be clearer.

Line 163-164: English here could be tightened up.

Line 169- what implications did the processing have? Were changes to the topic guide etc. made based on comments?

Line 174-178: Why one coder for some, 2 for others?

Line 181-185: Unclear please re write. Data analysis section is still hard to follow in places especially 181-185

Line 186-188; unclear of the point being made re saturation. So it was or wasn't reached? For some themes only? I am unfamiliar with saturation being reported in this manner, What implications does this saturation/lack of saturation have in the discussion and interpretation of results?

Line 230- not sure if oyu can be from a nationality? Perhaps from a country is more correct.

Line 230-231how does biking to work impact of sitting at work?

Line 322: Consider "while standing"

Line 424: Consider using the term "role model", but then be careful of the frequency of the term "role" in this section.

Line 557-558: How cold you do this?

Line 559- what does shared components mean

Reviewer \#2: Thank you for attending to my comments. I have made a number of further comments that I think will strengthen your manuscript. The line numbers refer to the manuscript with tracked changes.

Abstract:

Line 17: Organization- UK or US spelling?

Line 20: thematic coding or thematic analysis? Please ensure terminology is consistent throughout the manuscript.

Line 24: the authors state that "staying alert and increasing focus" are facilitators for the use of standing desks. Would these factors not be "perceived benefits" rather than facilitators? In my mind a facilitator would be something like workplace culture or management support (i.e. something that makes it easier for an individual to participate in the behaviour), rather than a reason/motivation/ perceived benefit of the activity. If this is to be changed here, it will also need to be changed throughout the manuscript.

Introduction

Line 54- suggest changing this to "Recent studies exploring the use of".

Line 56: Sentence starting "randomised controlled trials": I realise the additions to this sentence have been due to a number of reviewer comments, however I think this sentence needs to be sense checked and perhaps split into two sentences. It is very long and difficult to read.

Line 76-83: Could these two sentences be condensed into one sentence to avoid repetition?

Method

Line 182- perhaps this reference will assist the authors in their discussion around data saturation

Clarke, V., & Braun, V. (2020). To saturate or not to saturate? Questioning data saturation as a useful concept for thematic analysis and sample-size rationales. Qualitative Research in Sport, Exercise and Health.

Line: 183-184: In my previous comments I asked for more detail about the "processing of comments and queries" here. While the authors have attempted to address this comment, I do not think enough detail has been provided. While the authors have now included that "minor changes were made", I would prefer slightly more detail here. Could the authors provide a sentence here to summarise the changes that were made?

Line 188: Number 1-10 should be written out i.e. "Phase One\...Phase Two". This needs to be corrected throughout the manuscript.

Results

Line 210: Throughout the results section, where a quote is presented within a quote there are inconsistencies in the type of quotation marks used (e.g. differences between quotes presented on line 268 and line 495). I suggested checking all quotes throughout the manuscript to standardise the quotation marks used.

Line 211: Throughout the methods section the authors refer to "two main themes and one extra separate theme", is there a reason this is not simply a third theme? Furthermore, the results are presented in a different order to the way the methods are presented. Methods are presented two main themes and then "extra theme", whereas the results section starts with the "extra theme". I suggest either reordering either the methods or results so that the themes are presented consistently throughout the paper.

Line 340: "Rationales behind putting the workstation up included to be at the same level as the visitor, shorter meetings and more intense conversations while being standing". This sentence is quite long and difficult to follow. Could it be simplified? Also I am unsure what "shorter meetings" means? Does that mean that the standing desks can be used for short meetings, or the use of the standing desk shortens the length of a meeting and therefore this is a benefit? Also what does "more intense conversations while being standing mean", what is an intense conversation? I think this description needs to be reconsidered.

Line 358: The use of the phrase "switch back" should be reconsidered throughout the manuscript as per my previous review comments as this is an example of colloquial language.

Line 367: Incorrect grammar here, rephrase "more easy" to "easier".

Line 374: Should this read "Active alternatives to sedentary activities"? The ending of this sentence as it is currently written leaves me wondering "active alternatives to what"?

Line 393: Should this read "as a potential reason" rather than "as potential reason"

Line 436: I agree with the authors here that it is best to not change participant quotes as much as possible. To indicate that a change has been made to the participant quote here, I think the following quote should be written like this:

"it can be promptious \[sic, a prompt\] seeing a colleague with their desk up and so I think 'I have not done this for a while'."

Discussion

Line 516: Is there any other evidence to indicate that the use of standing desks improves concentration/ alertness which could be cited here?

Line 519: I suggest rephrasing this sentence to something like "users identified they preferred to use the standing desk when completing tasks which did not require high levels of concentration, such as sending emails".

Line 544: The sentence beginning "Still, high-focus" is particularly long and difficult to follow. Could this sentence be simplified or split into two sentences?

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

7\. PLOS authors have the option to publish the peer review history of their article ([what does this mean?](https://journals.plos.org/plosone/s/editorial-and-peer-review-process#loc-peer-review-history)). If published, this will include your full peer review and any attached files.

If you choose "no", your identity will remain anonymous but your review may still be made public.

**Do you want your identity to be public for this peer review?** For information about this choice, including consent withdrawal, please see our [Privacy Policy](https://www.plos.org/privacy-policy).

Reviewer \#1: Yes: Dr Aoife Stephenson

Reviewer \#2: No

\[NOTE: If reviewer comments were submitted as an attachment file, they will be attached to this email and accessible via the submission site. Please log into your account, locate the manuscript record, and check for the action link \"View Attachments\". If this link does not appear, there are no attachment files to be viewed.\]

While revising your submission, please upload your figure files to the Preflight Analysis and Conversion Engine (PACE) digital diagnostic tool, <https://pacev2.apexcovantage.com/>. PACE helps ensure that figures meet PLOS requirements. To use PACE, you must first register as a user. Registration is free. Then, login and navigate to the UPLOAD tab, where you will find detailed instructions on how to use the tool. If you encounter any issues or have any questions when using PACE, please email us at <figures@plos.org>. Please note that Supporting Information files do not need this step.
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The user and non-user perspective: experiences of office workers with long-term access to sit-stand workstations

PLOS ONE

Dear Dr. Renaud,

Thank you for submitting your manuscript to PLOS ONE. After careful consideration, we feel that it has merit but does not fully meet PLOS ONE's publication criteria as it currently stands. Therefore, we invite you to submit a revised version of the manuscript that addresses the points raised during the review process.

Please find comments from two expert reviewers below. As you can see, Reviewer 2 is largely happy with the manuscript and has only minor typographical amendments to suggest. Reviewer 1 still has concerns about aspects of the thematic analysis reporting, details of which can be found below. Please ensure these concerns are fully addressed in your revision. As the majority of other comments relate to syntax and grammatical errors, I support Reviewer\'s 1 suggestion of having the article thoroughly proof read by a native English speaker if possible. 

Please submit your revised manuscript by Jul 11 2020 11:59PM. If you will need more time than this to complete your revisions, please reply to this message or contact the journal office at <plosone@plos.org>. When you\'re ready to submit your revision, log on to <https://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/> and select the \'Submissions Needing Revision\' folder to locate your manuscript file.

Please include the following items when submitting your revised manuscript:

A rebuttal letter that responds to each point raised by the academic editor and reviewer(s). You should upload this letter as a separate file labeled \'Response to Reviewers\'.A marked-up copy of your manuscript that highlights changes made to the original version. You should upload this as a separate file labeled \'Revised Manuscript with Track Changes\'.An unmarked version of your revised paper without tracked changes. You should upload this as a separate file labeled \'Manuscript\'.

If you would like to make changes to your financial disclosure, please include your updated statement in your cover letter. Guidelines for resubmitting your figure files are available below the reviewer comments at the end of this letter.

If applicable, we recommend that you deposit your laboratory protocols in protocols.io to enhance the reproducibility of your results. Protocols.io assigns your protocol its own identifier (DOI) so that it can be cited independently in the future. For instructions see: <http://journals.plos.org/plosone/s/submission-guidelines#loc-laboratory-protocols>

We look forward to receiving your revised manuscript.

Kind regards,

Kathryn L. Weston, PhD

Academic Editor

PLOS ONE

\[Note: HTML markup is below. Please do not edit.\]

Reviewers\' comments:

Reviewer\'s Responses to Questions

**Comments to the Author**

1\. If the authors have adequately addressed your comments raised in a previous round of review and you feel that this manuscript is now acceptable for publication, you may indicate that here to bypass the "Comments to the Author" section, enter your conflict of interest statement in the "Confidential to Editor" section, and submit your \"Accept\" recommendation.

Reviewer \#1: (No Response)

Reviewer \#2: All comments have been addressed

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

2\. Is the manuscript technically sound, and do the data support the conclusions?

The manuscript must describe a technically sound piece of scientific research with data that supports the conclusions. Experiments must have been conducted rigorously, with appropriate controls, replication, and sample sizes. The conclusions must be drawn appropriately based on the data presented.

Reviewer \#1: Yes

Reviewer \#2: Yes

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

3\. Has the statistical analysis been performed appropriately and rigorously?

Reviewer \#1: N/A

Reviewer \#2: N/A

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

4\. Have the authors made all data underlying the findings in their manuscript fully available?

The [PLOS Data policy](http://www.plosone.org/static/policies.action#sharing) requires authors to make all data underlying the findings described in their manuscript fully available without restriction, with rare exception (please refer to the Data Availability Statement in the manuscript PDF file). The data should be provided as part of the manuscript or its supporting information, or deposited to a public repository. For example, in addition to summary statistics, the data points behind means, medians and variance measures should be available. If there are restrictions on publicly sharing data---e.g. participant privacy or use of data from a third party---those must be specified.

Reviewer \#1: No

Reviewer \#2: No

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

5\. Is the manuscript presented in an intelligible fashion and written in standard English?

PLOS ONE does not copyedit accepted manuscripts, so the language in submitted articles must be clear, correct, and unambiguous. Any typographical or grammatical errors should be corrected at revision, so please note any specific errors here.

Reviewer \#1: Yes

Reviewer \#2: Yes

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

6\. Review Comments to the Author

Please use the space provided to explain your answers to the questions above. You may also include additional comments for the author, including concerns about dual publication, research ethics, or publication ethics. (Please upload your review as an attachment if it exceeds 20,000 characters)

Reviewer \#1: Thanks for the opportunity to re-review. This paper has improved significantly. My main concern is still revolving around the thematic analysis conducted and the reporting of this. I am still quite unclear how the themes were generated, the differences between main themes and subthemes for example. I find the figures explaining the trees don't enhance the text as they are quite busy and hard to follow in places. I also have concerns around the reporting of saturation. Please see other papers where thematic analysis was used. This may help guide reporting. I feel this would also benefit from a thorough proof read from a native English speaker, ideally who has an understanding of scientific writing.

There are also some specific comments I feel need to be addressed as outlined below:

Line 40: suggest change "because" to "as"

Line 64: I feel by just saying that an increased reach could be yielded, you are underselling the impact. Please reconsider how else it may positively impact. Something along the lines of line 107-108

Line 67: Is the second comma required here?

Line70-72- word sitting used x 3, please re word for clarity

Line 76: Unsure what is meant by "not reducing long-term health risks", please re word

Line 77-80: consider breaking in to 2 sentences for better readability

Line 91: Unsure who is being referred to in "as the users"- which users?

Line 92: Word perspective used x 2, consider another term eg, view. Also practitioners used x 2 in this sentence.

Line 92-93: Both practitioner and managers are mentioned, but only results for practitioners is explained in the end of the sentence? Does this mean the managers were not informed?

Line 100: Please check if this "n=" needs to be capitalised?

Line 103: Perhaps change to "This current study"

Line 104: Insight into?

Line 115: To keep the tense consistent, should this read had had, and not have had?

Line 117: unsure what small centred means here?

Line 125: Since user is pronounced as starting with a consonant \"y\" sound, the article a is appropriate, and an is not.

Line 145: consider changing group interviews assisted to "group interviews, assisted"

Line 146:How many were familiar?

Line 163-164: This warm-up exercise for participants was intended to become familiar with the

topic and the group. This sentence does not read well. Perhaps something like "The purpose of the warm-up exercise was to allow participants become familiar with the topic and the group".

Line 166-169: What was the purpose of doing this if changes were not made? I am struggling to see the relevance of this section, please clarify.

Line 183-187: I cannot understand how these themes were generated, please clarify. Confused re extra and main themes. Because I don't fully grasp this section, interpreting the results is difficult

Line 183-191: Please consider revising this. Please read other papers where thematic analysis is used and how they report this. Saturation section also needs to be reworked.

Line 205: Table?

Line 206: to participate, consider changing to "in participating"

Line 207:Were the dates/times pre scheduled , or why may some have been unavailable?

Line 209: had long working experience, please reword to something like "long term employees"

Line 211: indicated to use, please change to something like "indicated using it"

Line 221: Capitalise "figure"? Please check is this is required and if so change "table" and "figure" in text throughout.

Line 255-256: Perhaps break into 2 sentences or rephrase- hard to follow

Line 257-259: any reason for this? Why some had a pattern and some preferred to use randomly?

Line 274: practical issues of the workplace- should this read "practical workplace issues"?

Line 274-7: Please reword this, or at least use better punctuation to ensure the reader doesn't get confused by the "" s and theme names etc

283-285: Please re phrase or break into 2 sentences for clarity and readability

338-9: Should this last "and" be "or"?

416-7: Larger desk surfaces to adjust to standing height- please clarify what is meant here

424-6: Please re phrase or break into 2 sentences for clarity and readability

Line 439: Within the theme individual adjustments, If this read Within the theme "Individual Adjustments",, it may help readability, please change where this occurs with other themes throughout paper.

442: What is a facility room?

444: Please consider changing comfortable to, to "comfortable for"

454: However, also other emphasis were made during these group interviews. This doesn't make sense to me. Please rephrase

553-4: in which the organisational culture promotes health behaviour- should this be behaviours? Or what behaviour?

581: consider changing personal room to private office?

Reviewer \#2: Thank you for updating the manuscript based on my previous comments. The manuscript is now much improved and will make an excellent contribution to the evidence base for sedentary behaviour interventions in the workplace. I have noted a few minor typographical errors below, however I do not feel the need to review this paper again, when these changes have been made, as they are very minor.

I suggest changing wording of the aim of the paper from "gain insight" to "explore". This will need to be updated on lines 13, 103, 106 and 590.

Line 194- full stop at the start of the sentence needs to be removed

Line 108- change = to ± for standard deviation

Line 237- should "prove" be "proof"?

Line 472- formatting of quote within a quote needs to be corrected

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

7\. PLOS authors have the option to publish the peer review history of their article ([what does this mean?](https://journals.plos.org/plosone/s/editorial-and-peer-review-process#loc-peer-review-history)). If published, this will include your full peer review and any attached files.

If you choose "no", your identity will remain anonymous but your review may still be made public.

**Do you want your identity to be public for this peer review?** For information about this choice, including consent withdrawal, please see our [Privacy Policy](https://www.plos.org/privacy-policy).

Reviewer \#1: No

Reviewer \#2: No

\[NOTE: If reviewer comments were submitted as an attachment file, they will be attached to this email and accessible via the submission site. Please log into your account, locate the manuscript record, and check for the action link \"View Attachments\". If this link does not appear, there are no attachment files.\]

While revising your submission, please upload your figure files to the Preflight Analysis and Conversion Engine (PACE) digital diagnostic tool, <https://pacev2.apexcovantage.com/>. PACE helps ensure that figures meet PLOS requirements. To use PACE, you must first register as a user. Registration is free. Then, login and navigate to the UPLOAD tab, where you will find detailed instructions on how to use the tool. If you encounter any issues or have any questions when using PACE, please email PLOS at <figures@plos.org>. Please note that Supporting Information files do not need this step.
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Dear Dr. Renaud,

We're pleased to inform you that your manuscript has been judged scientifically suitable for publication and will be formally accepted for publication once it meets all outstanding technical requirements.

Within one week, you'll receive an e-mail detailing the required amendments. When these have been addressed, you'll receive a formal acceptance letter and your manuscript will be scheduled for publication.

An invoice for payment will follow shortly after the formal acceptance. To ensure an efficient process, please log into Editorial Manager at <http://www.editorialmanager.com/pone/>, click the \'Update My Information\' link at the top of the page, and double check that your user information is up-to-date. If you have any billing related questions, please contact our Author Billing department directly at <authorbilling@plos.org>.

If your institution or institutions have a press office, please notify them about your upcoming paper to help maximize its impact. If they'll be preparing press materials, please inform our press team as soon as possible \-- no later than 48 hours after receiving the formal acceptance. Your manuscript will remain under strict press embargo until 2 pm Eastern Time on the date of publication. For more information, please contact <onepress@plos.org>.

Kind regards,

Kathryn L. Weston, PhD

Academic Editor

PLOS ONE

Additional Editor Comments (optional):

Please note a few minor suggestions from the Reviewer below. Please ensure these are addressed ahead of the final publication. 

Reviewers\' comments:

Reviewer\'s Responses to Questions

**Comments to the Author**

1\. If the authors have adequately addressed your comments raised in a previous round of review and you feel that this manuscript is now acceptable for publication, you may indicate that here to bypass the "Comments to the Author" section, enter your conflict of interest statement in the "Confidential to Editor" section, and submit your \"Accept\" recommendation.

Reviewer \#1: All comments have been addressed

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

2\. Is the manuscript technically sound, and do the data support the conclusions?

The manuscript must describe a technically sound piece of scientific research with data that supports the conclusions. Experiments must have been conducted rigorously, with appropriate controls, replication, and sample sizes. The conclusions must be drawn appropriately based on the data presented.

Reviewer \#1: Yes

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

3\. Has the statistical analysis been performed appropriately and rigorously?

Reviewer \#1: N/A

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

4\. Have the authors made all data underlying the findings in their manuscript fully available?

The [PLOS Data policy](http://www.plosone.org/static/policies.action#sharing) requires authors to make all data underlying the findings described in their manuscript fully available without restriction, with rare exception (please refer to the Data Availability Statement in the manuscript PDF file). The data should be provided as part of the manuscript or its supporting information, or deposited to a public repository. For example, in addition to summary statistics, the data points behind means, medians and variance measures should be available. If there are restrictions on publicly sharing data---e.g. participant privacy or use of data from a third party---those must be specified.

Reviewer \#1: No

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

5\. Is the manuscript presented in an intelligible fashion and written in standard English?

PLOS ONE does not copyedit accepted manuscripts, so the language in submitted articles must be clear, correct, and unambiguous. Any typographical or grammatical errors should be corrected at revision, so please note any specific errors here.

Reviewer \#1: Yes

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

6\. Review Comments to the Author

Please use the space provided to explain your answers to the questions above. You may also include additional comments for the author, including concerns about dual publication, research ethics, or publication ethics. (Please upload your review as an attachment if it exceeds 20,000 characters)

Reviewer \#1: I am happy to accept this for publication under the assumption the following comments will be read and addressed. These are minor issues (mainly grammar).

Line 23: Check tense "experiencing"

Line 31: Please consider changing "would" to something less definite

Line 65: How does increasing quality thus lead to increasing the reach?

Line 66/67: Check tenses here "chose" is past tense and do is present.

Line 68: Is "must" the best term here? There are other ways perhaps to look into it-other than qualitative?

Line 145: US or UK spelling?

Line 185: Why are phase 4 and 5 grouped together?

Line 275/276: Are there missing quotation marks here around the theme name?

Line 392: Are there missing quotation marks here around the theme name?

Line 589: Are there missing quotation marks here around the theme name? Check this throughout document.

Does the lack of saturation need to be discussed in Limitations section?

\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*\*

7\. PLOS authors have the option to publish the peer review history of their article ([what does this mean?](https://journals.plos.org/plosone/s/editorial-and-peer-review-process#loc-peer-review-history)). If published, this will include your full peer review and any attached files.

If you choose "no", your identity will remain anonymous but your review may still be made public.

**Do you want your identity to be public for this peer review?** For information about this choice, including consent withdrawal, please see our [Privacy Policy](https://www.plos.org/privacy-policy).

Reviewer \#1: No
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Dear Dr. Renaud:

I\'m pleased to inform you that your manuscript has been deemed suitable for publication in PLOS ONE. Congratulations! Your manuscript is now with our production department.

If your institution or institutions have a press office, please let them know about your upcoming paper now to help maximize its impact. If they\'ll be preparing press materials, please inform our press team within the next 48 hours. Your manuscript will remain under strict press embargo until 2 pm Eastern Time on the date of publication. For more information please contact <onepress@plos.org>.

If we can help with anything else, please email us at <plosone@plos.org>.

Thank you for submitting your work to PLOS ONE and supporting open access.

Kind regards,

PLOS ONE Editorial Office Staff

on behalf of

Dr. Kathryn L. Weston

Academic Editor

PLOS ONE
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